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dustrial injury insurance. To prevent the development of legal
precedents, these social insurance tribunals were kept local,
and were not topped with any superior appeal tribunals, except
in the case of industrial injuries.
On a few rare but notorious occasions, parliament has
absent-mindedly allowed the minister to constitute himself the
sole tribunal for deciding questions of fact or law. So early
as 1847, the poor-law board was empowered to remit sur-
charges if it held that the district auditor was wrong in think-
ing that a board of guardians had acted ultra vires. In 1875,
again, Disraeli's public health act empowered the president
of the local government board to hear and decide appeals
from local authorities5 decisions on the equity of compensa-
tion or betterment, without making any adequate provision
for publishing either the inspector's report on which the
decision was based or the minister's reason for making his
decision, and without any right of further appeal even on
questions of law. Under more recent acts, it is the minister
again who hears appeals from the appropriate local committee
on whether a particular claimant is entitled to old-age pen-
sion, or whether some blind individual is blind within the
meaning of the blind persons act, or tvhether some special
employment is employment within the meaning of the national
health insurance act: it is not at all clear why no special appeal
tribunal has been erected to decide disputed facts of this sort,
nor why no adequate provision has been made for appeal to
the high court on points of law. Under the education act of
1944 it is the minister who determines whether a voluntary
school is to be classified as an aided school, a controlled school,
or a special-agreement school.
Anomalous though it is for the political head of a depart-
ment to adjudicate on questions of law and fact, it is neces-
sarily he that is supremely responsible for the administration
of policy, especially when policy is indistinguishable from
politics. The objections raised against judicial decisions by a
minister are not equally valid against merely quasi-judicial
decisions. For here he is not deciding a claimant's legal rights

